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the raising and sale of diamonds in South Africa, were subject
to income tax. Lord Loreburn, in a well-known passage said:
'In applying the conception of residence to a company we ought, I
think, to proceed as nearly as we can on the analogy of an individual. A
company cannot eat or sleep but it can keep house and do business. We
ought therefore to see where'it really keeps house and does business	
The decision of Kelly, C.B. and Huddleston, B., in the Calcutta Jute
Mills Co. v. Mills and Cesena Sulphur Co. v. Nicholson now thirty years
ago, involved the principle that a company resides, for the purposes of
income-tax, where its real business is carried on. These decisions have
been acted on ever since. I regard that as the true rule; and the real
business is carried on where the central management and control
actually abide.'1
One result of these decisions is to fix the residence of a Place of
corporation in the country where it is in fact controlled, not ^s™le
necessarily where, according to its constitution, it ought to be though
controlled.2 Thus, if a subsidiary company, with its own board ^r^.
of directors, is registered abroad but is in fact controlled by its randumof
owners, a company resident in England, it is itself resident in association
England, notwithstanding that such external control may be
unauthorized by its memorandum or articles of association.3
The natural inference from the above decisions is that for Company
income-tax purposes it is impossible for a company to have ^j*7*
simultaneous residences in two or more countries. It is difficult residence
to disagree with Lord Atkinson when he said that, since 'the    ^
residence is where the central control and management abide,
then, unless a thing can have two or three different and separate
centres, it would appear to me to be quite impossible, according
to the ordinary use of language, that the "central control and
management" of a company can at the same time abid« in two
or more different and separated places'.4 Nevertheless, the
matter cannot be dismissed in this summary though sensible
fashion without considering two more leading cases, Swedish^
Central Ry. v/Ihompson* and Egyptian Delta Land and Invest-
ment Co. vJ^foddP In each of'tnese cases the company was an
investment company, i.e. of a passive or static nature, not
engaged in active trading operations, but interested solely in
1	Ibid., at p. 458.
2	Unit Construction Co. Ltd.v. Bullock (Inspector of Taxes), [1960] A.C. 351,
3	Ibid.
4	Swedish Central Ry. Co. v. Thompson, [1925] A.C. 495, at p. 508; see also
Atkia LJ. ia the court below, [1924] 2 K.B. at p, 274.

